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Abstract 
One reason teams are seen to be a high-performance work practice (HPWP) is 
that the diversity of team member knowledge, skills and abilities, known as 
cognitive resource diversity supposedly brings new perspectives, information, 
ideas and resources to the solution of problems and the exploration and 
exploitation of opportunities. However, to date the performance of heterogeneous 
teams has been disappointing with the most common finding being increased 
conflict. Based on social identity and social exchange theories and building onto 
Mayer, Davis & Schoorman's (1995) classic integrative model of trust, this paper 
proposes that trust is a critical mediator in the relationship between cognitive 
resource diversity and within-team knowledge sharing. 
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Putting the Romance Back in Teams: 
Is Trust the Key to Unlock Knowledge Sharing? 
Introduction 
Cohen & Bailey (1997) defined a team as "a collection of individuals who are 
interdependent in their tasks, who share responsibility for outcomes, w h o see themselves and 
who are seen by others as an intact social entity embedded in one or more larger social 
systems (p 241) This definition captures the many types of teams that exist in today s 
workplace including face-to-face teams, distributed and virtual teams, cross-functional teams, top 
management teams, project teams, work teams, parallel teams and every other type of team that 
has or can be studied. The interest and faith in all of these kinds of workplace teams seems to be 
well placed since they fall into the domain of a high performance work practice (HPWP) 
(Huselid, 1995) and Combs et al. (2006) showed meta-analytically that overall the use of H P W P s 
by an organization is significantly correlated with organizational performance (r = .20). 
In the case of teams this link to performance can be explained by the fact that teams seek 
to utilize cognitive resource diversity defined as those attributes such as experience, education 
and personal background that are job related in terms of bringing unique perspectives and new 
information to discussion of issues and solution of organizational problems. Linking together 
organizational members in a team "facilitates information sharing and resource exchange" (p. 
504) and research shows that knowledge sharing - the exchange of information relevant to the 
tasks and ongoing success of the group i.e. task information, know-how and feedback (Hansen, 
2004) is positively related to team effectiveness (Bartol & Srivastava, 2002; Cabrera & Cabrera, 
2002; Hayashi, 2004). In particular Srivastava et al. (2006) report a correlation of r = .21, p <05 
between knowledge sharing and team performance. 
However, research to date provides mixed support for this cognitive resource perspective 
as the promised enhancement of knowledge, information sharing and resource exchange does not 
seem to have materialized in heterogeneous teams (Allen & Hecht, 2004, Srivastava et al., 2006). 
Despite finding an overall relationship for H P W P s Combs et al. (2006) could not find a 
statistically significant relationship for either the use of teams or information sharing as isolated 
variables in relation to organizational effectiveness confirming the earlier meta-analytic finding 
by Webber & Donahue (2001) of no relationship between diversity and team performance. These 
contradictory findings generate the question of why this positive relationship doesn't seem to 
hold and what could possibly be interfering in this knowledge exchange process. 
To this point we should look to other variables that have already been shown to affect 
knowledge sharing such as diversity and conflict (Pelled, Eisenhardt, & Xin, 1999; Williams & 
O'Reilly, 1998) and trust (Bartol & Srivastava, 2002, Chowdhury, 2005, Zakaria et al., 2004). 
Diversity is "any attribute people use to tell themselves that someone is different' Williams & 
O'Reilly (1998: 81 and it is this difference that leads to the advice from Webber & Donahue 
(2001) who argue that bringing team members together is the easy part and that "the next step is 
facilitating their ability to recognize different perspectives and integrate these into a more 
constructive solution to a problem." (p. 158). So what then can help create bridges across 
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differences especially since team outcomes are not limited to performance alone but are tri-
dimensional encompassing not only performance effectiveness (quantity & quality) but also 
member attitudes (satisfaction, commitment) and behavioral outcomes (absenteeism & turnover) 
(Cohen & Bailey, 1997) all of which have links to overall organizational effectiveness and future 
team effectiveness? 
In their review of teams in organizations, Ilgen et al. (2005) highlighted the important 
contribution of mediators to team research and theory development. Trust as defined by Rousseau 
et al. (1998) is "the willingness to be vulnerable under conditions of risk and interdependence" 
(p. 395). This definition shares with definitions of trust used in other studies and disciplines the 
two fundamental criteria of risk and interdependence. Trust has been linked to knowledge sharing 
but has not been directly linked to team effectiveness. Ilgen et al. (2005) note that few studies 
have looked at the impact of interpersonal trust-related constructs in investigating team 
effectiveness and Kiffin-Petersen (2004) states that trust is "a neglected variable in team 
effectiveness research". 
The purpose of this paper is to explain why cognitive resource diversity does not lead to 
the expected level of team effectiveness by showing how and why trust is a critical mediator. To 
do this I present for consideration a new model built on the cornerstone of Mayer, Davis, & 
Schoorman's (1995) classic integrative model of trust. M y model suggests that diversity triggers 
social identification and social interaction processes that affect the assessment of trustworthiness 
directly impacting the formation of trust and subsequent trust-based social exchanges of 
knowledge and ideas. It then becomes clear why diversity increases within-team conflict and 
reduces knowledge sharing leading to lower rather than higher team effectiveness. This paves the 
way for future research and evidence-based changes in the management of heterogeneous teams 
and diversity management in general. 
The next section establishes a theoretical basis for a mediated model, followed by a 
discussion of potential moderators and finally a discussion of the implications for future research 
and practice. 
Model and Supporting Theory 
The ideal scenario and the fundamental assumption of teams as a high performance work 
practice is that cognitive resource diversity leads to team effectiveness through the mechanism of 
knowledge sharing (Cummings, 2004, Horwitz, 2005) and there is some evidence that this is true 
especially when dealing with complex knowledge (Chowdhury, 2005) or ill-defined problems 
(Hambrick & Mason, 1984) but the supporting evidence for a general effect is slim and is 
outweighed by the issues and conflict that seems to come with heterogeneous teams (Pelled et al., 
1999). Thatcher et al. (2003) concluded that relationships between diversity, its influence on 
group process and group outcomes is not as simple treated in much of the diversity research. 
Therefore, following Ilgen et al. (2005) it is necessary to look further inside team functioning to 
explore the underlying issues related to knowledge sharing rather than looking for surface 
explanations. 
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I propose that social identification and social interaction are the primary paths to 
knowledge sharing but both of these are problematic in a heterogeneous team. This leads to 
problems of trust which hinders knowledge sharing i.e. trust is the key that unlocks the door to 
knowledge sharing. The proposed model explicitly links for the first time (as far as I know) the 
constructs of cognitive resource diversity, trust and knowledge sharing (see Figure 1). Building 
onto Mayer, Davis & Schoorman's (1995) model of trust and risk-taking in a relationship I will 
show how cognitive resource diversity affects perceptions of trustworthiness affecting 
downstream risk-taking behaviors specifically knowledge sharing. The theoretical rationale for 
the model is based on a combination of social interaction and social exchange theories 
(familiarity with others) and social identity theory (similarity with others). 
In order to show that trust is indeed a mediator at the conceptual level, Baron & Kenny's 
(1986) first three conditions for mediation must be satisfied which are to show that the 
independent variable (cognitive resource diversity) has a relationship with both the mediator 
(trust) and with the dependent variable (knowledge sharing) and the mediator (trust) has a 
relationship with the dependent variable (knowledge sharing). In the following sections I will 
present and discuss the theoretical rationale and existing empirical research for each linkage 
starting with the direct relationship between trust and knowledge-sharing (linkage # 1) followed 
by the link between cognitive resource diversity and knowledge sharing (linkage # 2) and tying 
these together with the relationship between cognitive resource diversity (linkage # 3) and trust 
which is the relationship with the least empirical evidence. Available empirical evidence for each 
linkage in the model is presented to explain why trust is essential and to suggest in turn that 
knowledge sharing is not equal within the team (Chowdhury, 2005). Rather than competing 
theories, social identity, social interaction and social exchange theories are shown to provide 
complementary explanations. The discussion begins with a review of within-team knowledge 
sharing. 
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Figure 1: Trust as a mediator between cognitive resource diversity and knowledge sharing 
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Within-team Knowledge Sharing 
Knowledge sharing interactions can take place at three levels within a team; within dyads 
formed from members of the larger group e.g. conversations & emails, within slightly larger sub-
groups split off for particular tasks such as researching an issue and coming up with a 
recommendation or finally through broad-based interactions which require the participation of all 
team members e.g. team meetings. Any one of these interactions can use one or more 
communication media. In recent years, the use of virtual teams has also illuminated the 
similarities and differences between electronic interaction and face-to-face interaction (Alge, 
Wiethoff, & Klein, 2003). Regardless of scope or context, as the parties mutually approach an 
interaction or are asked to participate in an knowledge sharing interaction they face a choice of 
whether to participate or not, and whether to share knowledge to the extent requested or expected 
or hold back from full disclosure. Cabrera & Cabrera (2002) have likened this to a co-operation 
dilemma similar to a public good dilemma. The following section discusses how trust is used to 
resolve this dilemma. 
Linkage # 1: Trust and knowledge sharing 
Trust has been found to be related to knowledge sharing in a number of recent studies 
(Chowdhury, 2005; Koskinen, Pihlanto, & Vanharanta, 2003; Zakaria et al., 2004). According to 
Bartol & Srivastava (2002) "in the case of knowledge sharing through informal interactions, the 
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key enabling factor is trust between the individual and the organization" (p. 64) Interpersona 
trust was h o w t o be related to knowledge acquisition (Politis, 2003) and at the team and dyad 
™el Mayer et al (1995) proposed that trust and subsequent risk-taking behaviors such as 
knowledge sharing in a dyadic relationship are based on mediating perceptions of trustworthiness 
o ? I t m s U by the trustor based on assessment of their abilities, benevolence and integrity. 
The first theoretical argument for assuming that team members will be perceived as 
trustworthy and knowledge sharing will take place comes from social identity theory where 
pioneering research by Tajfel & Turner (1979) found that "simply assigning an individual to a 
group is sufficient to generate in-group favoritism" which implies that you will perceive your 
Team members as more trustworthy than the members of other teams and share your knowledge 
within your team. This supposition is supported by the relatively few studies that linked group 
membership and trust. Both men and w o m e n trust individuals with w h o m they share group 
membership (Maddux & Brewer, 2005) and in a race-based study of team membership 
participants responded more positively to in-group, members (Tropp, Stout, Boatswain, Wright, 
& Pettigrew, 2006). W e can also bring forward the argument that super ordinate team identity 
will promote trust and knowledge sharing. 
The second argument is based on social interaction theory (Harrison, Price, Gavin, & 
Florey, 2002; Lee-Kelley, Crossman, & Cannings, 2004) such that the mere act of working 
together allows people to gain knowledge about people w h o are currently unfamiliar especially in 
terms of finding out who knows what (expertise) and w h o knows w h o (network) and so I suggest 
that trust should increase over time as familiarity is increased and uncertainty reduced. This has 
not been studied as extensively as social identity arguments but some support is offered by 
studies of friendship groups and by a study of the reactions of existing team members to changes 
in team personnel (Moreland & Levine, 2002) as well as in studies of swift trust (Jarvenpaa et 
al., 1998) and virtual teams (Lee-Kelley et al., 2004). These positive indicators lead to the 
following proposition that because trust mitigates risk leading to the first hypothesis. 
Hypothesis 1: Trust is positively related to knowledge sharing behavior 
At this point though w e have to recognize that the preceding arguments are based on an 
unstated assumption of a homogeneous team or that cognitive resource heterogeneity doesn't 
make a difference. However, w e know that in reality teams are more likely to be heterogeneous 
especially in terms of cognitive resources in order to bring the benefits discussed in the 
introduction. W e then ask whether cognitive resource diversity and knowledge sharing are 
positively or negatively related. 
Linkage # 2: Cognitive resource diversity and knowledge sharing 
The first theoretical explanation for a potentially negative relationship between cognitive 
resource diversity and knowledge sharing is once again based on social identity theory. Social 
identity theory (Turner, 1975; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Tajfel 1981) says that individuals go 
through a cognitive process of categorizing themselves and others into in-groups and out-groups 
based on a variety of attributes. Members of in-groups are then seen as superior and favored over 
members of out-groups (Turner 1975; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Ashforth & Mael, 1989). Cognitive 
resource diversity provides many markers such as education, experience, personal background, 
type of knowledge (explicit versus tacit) for social categorization and given that the idea is to 
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bring people together w h o are more rather than less different in perspective this raises the 
probability that some out-group categorizations will be made within the team. In addition, 
cognitively heterogeneous teams are made up of members with previously established and 
positively valued (Haslam & Ellemers, 2005) social identities e.g. functional area, occupation, 
education/training which are not easily or readily discarded. Therefore, it then appears unlikely 
that knowledge will be shared when bases of knowledge are different due to the strength of these 
pre-existing social identities. This is even more problematic where the prior identities are not 
equal in status as status differences heighten in-group bias (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Terry & 
O'Brien, 2001). To illustrate, w e could consider the situation where a cross-functional team, 
made up of members from production, marketing and finance are meeting to discuss the number 
of products to be made in the coming year. Social identity theory would suggest that since they 
have different bases of knowledge, and pre-existing functional and status-linked social identities 
they enter this meeting in a less rather than more cooperative mindset each believing they are 
superior to the others and seeking to maintain self-esteem. 
This argument has been supported by empirical research showing that educational 
diversity in a group while positively influencing the range and depth of information use 
negatively affected information integration (Dahlin et al., 2005). Lichtenstein et al., (1997) found 
that increased diversity along identity characteristics resulted in poorer intragroup relations and 
Buchan et al. (2002) showed that cooperation decreased as social distance increased. A further 
complication discussed by Molleman ( 2005) and Thatcher et al., (2003) is that if there are 
subgroups of similar members e.g. 2- 3 members with a shared existing identity, then the "fault 
lines" defined as the depth and width between subgroups will impair team functioning. This 
phenomenon is familiar to anyone with memories of high school cliques. 
Secondly, on a behavioral level (linked more to social integration and social exchange 
theories), employees w h o are heterogeneous in cognitive resources also tend not to be in close 
proximity or interact as frequently on a daily basis due to organization-specified work location 
and patterns and norms of social interaction (O'Reilly, Williams, & Barsade, 1998). This in turn 
is also problematic given that social exchange theory (Homans, 1961, M o l m et al. 2000) says that 
norms of reciprocity are essential to risk-taking behaviors such as knowledge sharing. Therefore, 
if norms of reciprocity cannot be established due to unfamiliarity (rather than dissimilarity) then 
knowledge sharing will be avoided or knowledge will be hoarded until the person's bona fides 
can be more securely established. Lower perceptions of team integration in diverse teams were 
reported by Lichtenstein et al. (1997). In contrast to Pelled et al. (1999), I would argue that 
tenure/age is job-related when it comes to knowledge sharing due to its relationship with 
communication habits and patterns especially in terms of informal activities such as lunch and 
coffee breaks and the proverbial water-cooler conversations. 
In combination, these two arguments seem to set up a conundrum for heterogeneous 
teams, since according to Harrison et al. (1998) discovering similarity in attitudes can ease 
interpersonal interaction but discovering similarity in attitudes requires extensive interaction. So 
which comes first, chicken or egg? It is not clear how the initial hurdle is overcome to get 
interaction started besides external influence from managers or leaders (Srivastava et al. 2006, 
MacNeil, 2003) and/or reward systems (Bartol,2002). Therefore based on the preceding 
arguments it seems that uncertainty around knowledge sharing will be higher in a heterogeneous 
team leading to the second hypothesis. 
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Hypothesis 2a: In general cognitive resource diversity is negatively related to knowledge 
Shari
" Despite the poor prognosis generated by the previous discussion, social identity theory 
oresents the possibility that in some circumstances the team identity might be or become stronger 
K e ^ T s S g identities (Atsma et al. 2004; Levine & Moreland 2004). A s Turner 
himself put it "social identity is the cognitive mechanism that makes group behavior possible 
(1982 p 21) In this case, the problematic issues will not arise because team members will 
identify with a super ordinate identity and favor each other over members of other teams 
overriding their previous loyalties. I would suggest that this will take place more often in short 
term project teams and task forces charged with critical organizational initiatives rather than in 
ongoing cross-functional and top management teams and in organizations with matrix structures 
and collaborative cultures. Research also suggest that team members with lower-status poor 
social identities will in particular be more willingly interact with higher-status group members 
attempting to share knowledge and information in order to adopt the higher status identity 
(Haslam & Ellemers, 2005). A n example of this might be H u m a n Resource specialists on a team 
who share knowledge in order to gain credibility and be seen as closer to the "line" or operational 
members who are more highly valued. 
This more optimistic argument receives further support from social exchange, information 
processing and conservation of resources theories that provide incremental rationales for 
motivation to share knowledge. Social exchange theory (Homans, 1961; M o l m et al, 2000) based 
on a norm but not a guarantee of reciprocity but would suggest that it would be in the best 
interest of team members to share knowledge because then a favor is owed that they can 
potentially collect on in the future. Information processing theory suggests that unique 
information is brought to the team or dyad by members with different social networks 
(Granovetter, 1983; E. Mannix & Neale, 2005; O'Reilly et al., 1998). As such they bring not only 
their own unique perspective but also the additional knowledge from their social network that 
provides a benefit to every team member. Finally, from the stress literature, conservation of 
resources theory says that as a way of dealing with anticipated stress individuals are motivated to 
acquire additional resources as a hedge against future deprivation (Hobfoll, 1989). This would 
suggest that team members should be willing to share knowledge in order to build their own 
resource base. This provides a rationale for interaction as it will enhance performance and the 
information store of the other team member for use in the future. Cognitive resource diversity 
now becomes a welcome opportunity leading to the hypothesis that: 
Hypothesis 2b: Cognitive resource diversity is positively related to knowledge sharing 
The preceding discussion begins to show why there are mixed findings in the outcomes of 
heterogeneous teams. However, I believe the strongest explanation comes by tying together 
cognitive resource diversity and the development of trust. 
Linkage # 3: Cognitive resource diversity and trust 
Despite the fact that studies of trust are starting to show solid links to team functioning 
(Mayer et. al 1995; Costa, Roe, & Taillieu, 2001; Erdem & Ozen, 2003; Kiffin-Petersen, 2004) 
especially in virtual teams (Aubert & Kelsey, 2003; Brown, Poole, & Rodgers, 2004) the 
connection between diversity and trust in work teams has not been extensively studied. A search 
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of social science abstracts using the two keywords "diversity" and "trust" in connection with 
work teams brings up only 10 articles across a wide range of social science databases including 
A B I / I N F O R M and Psyclnfo. O n the positive side, though a few recent studies have begun to 
shed some light on this relationship. Mannix et al. (2002) discussed issues of trust in respect to 
diversity of location (time and space) in a study of conflict in distributed teams. Lack of trust was 
shown to exacerbate diversity in perspectives among product team members during the 
introduction of collaborative technologies (Susman et al., 2003) and creation of a climate of trust 
by cross-functional team leaders was suggested as one of their fundamental responsibilities in a 
paper entitled "Meeting the challenges of cross-functional teams: The key role of creating a 
climate of trust" (2003). Most recently, research by Barclay & Scott (2006) showed that 
diversity of gender orientation had an effect on pre-existing trust after gender reassignment 
showing that established relationships in a dyad can change based on changes in diversity 
attributes within the same person. This could mean that individual changes in cognitive resources 
e.g., completion of higher levels of education or training may affect within-team relationships. 
Based on the earlier theoretical arguments I propose a framework (see Figure 2). based on 
similarity (social identity) and familiarity (social exchange/social interaction) to show how these 
two influences might interact Sharing knowledge with dissimilar and/or unfamiliar 
interdependent team members brings an element of risk., Mayer, Davis & Schoorman (1995) 
proposed that risk-taking behaviors in a relationship such as knowledge sharing are directly 
mediated by the trust held by the trustor in the trustee based on perceived trustworthiness. The 
feelings of vulnerability and uncertainty arises from the degree of knowledge about the other 
party along the familiarity and similarity dimensions which directly influence the ability of the 
trustor to make the three required assessments of the trustee's trustworthiness; their abilities, 
benevolence and integrity. This is moderated even further by the disposition of the trustee in 
regards to a general propensity to trust others. Figure 2 shows the four potential trustworthiness 
assessments and shows that due to dissimilarity arising from social categorization and 
unfamiliarity arising from limited social interaction perceived trustworthiness is likely to be 
lower in heterogeneous teams. In essence, this implies that trustworthiness is not an automatic 
outcome of belonging to a team but that trust can and probably is offered selectively, determining 
and affecting risk-taking/social exchanges between team members. 
Based on the earlier arguments I propose that out-group biases within the team and social 
unfamiliarity with team members leads to uncertainty about how the information will be 
received, whether the information will be used in a way that is mutually beneficial or used to gain 
advantage, or when the contribution will be returned (Bartol & Srivastava, 2002). A s a result 
knowledge is withheld leading to what B o w e n & Blackmon (2003) refer to as "spirals of silence" 
partly arising from fear of embarrassment, fear of abuse or threat of social isolation if the 
viewpoint is unpopular. 
s 
Figure 2: Perceived trustworthiness based on similarity and familiarity. 
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The social identity (similarity) argument is supported by a study of cooperative behavior 
in groups that showed social identity has a slight edge over social exchange in the study of 
cooperative behavior (Tyler & Blader, 2001). However in support of the social interaction 
argument McAllister (1995) showed that interaction frequency was related to affect-based trust (r 
= .22, p<01) for managers and peers and this is backed up by Moreland & Levine (2002) who 
focused on new or marginal team members who while formally belonging to the group were not 
yet fully accepted by it i.e. were not given the same level of trust as incumbent group members. 
W e should also remember that familiarity might also lead to distrust based on prior negative 
experiences (Lewicki & McAllister, 1998). This leads to the key hypothesis that: 
Hypothesis 3: Cognitive resource diversity is negatively related to perceived trustworthiness 
In summary, trust and cognitive diversity can both lead to the open and willing 
knowledge sharing that is at the heart of the ideal team. However cognitive diversity is also likely 
to directly result in reduced knowledge sharing due to dissimilarity and unfamiliarity assessment 
and so diversity also has an indirect effect on knowledge sharing because these forces in turn 
affect assessments of perceived trustworthiness leading to lower levels of trust. Therefore the 
proposition that trust is a mediator between cognitive resource diversity and knowledge sharing 
appears to have a sound theoretical foundation. 
At this point though the model has one other unstated assumption which is that cognitive 
resource diversity is the only type of diversity present. This again is highly unlikely, .given the 
makeup of today's workforce and the recognition that virtual teams are operating in conjunction 
with face-to-face teams. This leads m e to know bring these variables into the discussion as 
potential moderators. 
Potential Moderators 
A substantial body of research has established that demographic diversity especially of 
the surface level, easily detectable variety e.g. gender, race, ethnic background, age triggers 
social categorization. Therefore it is likely that the relationships between cognitive resource 
diversity and trust and cognitive resource diversity and knowledge sharing will be further 
affected by other demographic attributes. This suggestion is supported by research by 
(Dreachshn, Hunt, & Sprainer, 2000) regarding team tenure in a study of healthcare teams. 
Continued exposure to team members though leads to exposure of deeper level diversity such as 
personality and values (Harrison et al., 2002) as well as behavioral style diversity (Shelton 2002) 
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and re-categorization can take place and surface level attributes become less important (Harrison 
etal. 2002). 
Proximity and a common goal should ideally lead to high quality interaction between 
team members. However, structural diversity (Cummings, 2004) consisting of the less frequently 
studied influences such as location (time and space), tenure & position, occupation and language 
and communication skills poses challenges for an individual team member's ability to interact 
with fellow team members. This can also affect the ease and comfort of interaction. This 
suggestion helps explain why virtual teams are said to have a chronic lack of knowledge sharing 
due to difficulties in establishing not only interpersonal trust but also trust in interaction 
technology (Breu & Hemingway, 2004). Diversity attributes of tenure, position/occupation often 
comes with traditional habits, patterns and norms of interaction that are often hard to break. For 
example at workplace-related meetings, meals, social events and during workplace-related travel 
anecdotal evidence suggests that, managers sit with managers, doctors apart from nurses, old 
hands apart from newcomers and fulltime apart from contingent workers etc. Therefore 
depending upon other team composition and contextual variables the previously discussed 
linkages may be strengthened or weakened. 
This discussion leads to the final proposition (not shown in the model for parsimonious 
reasons) that: 
Hypothesis 3a: Demographic and structural diversity moderate the relationships between 
cognitive resource diversity and trust 
Hypothesis 3b: Demographic and structural diversity moderate the relationship between cognitive 
resource diversity and knowledge, sharing 
Hypothesis 3c: Structural diversity has a stronger and longer-term effect than demographic 
diversity. 
Implications for future research and practice 
The main contribution of this paper is to provide a theoretically grounded explanation for 
the disappointing results from cross-functional and other teams based on cognitive resource 
diversity expectations. By integrating existing loosely coupled lines of research, in this case 
diversity, trust and knowledge sharing, I have shown that there are strong grounds to believe that 
the promise of cognitive resource diversity has not been fulfilled because knowledge sharing is 
blocked by lack of trust originating ironically in the self-same diversity. 
The next step is to test the proposed model using a structural equation modeling approach 
to estimate the path coefficients and model fit and reassess this time all four conditions of 
mediation including the fourth condition that the mediator reduce the strength of the relationship 
between cognitive resource heterogeneity and knowledge sharing. Also, since both knowledge 
sharing and team effectiveness have also been linked to many other important variables including 
but not limited to conflict (Pelled et al., 1999), group cohesion (Jehn & Bezrukova 2004) 
collective efficacy (Tasa & Whyte, 2005), interpersonal congruence (Polzer, Milton, & Swann 
2002), positive affect (Barsade, Ward, Turner, & Sonnenfeld, 2000) and reward systems (Bartol 
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& Srivastava 2002) this new model is not presented in any sense as an ultimate model of team 
funcrion ng but a another hopefully useful building block to be linked to other integrate 
build i^blocks such as the diversity/conflict/performance linkages established by Pelled etal 
0599) Social network analysis may also prove to be a useful tool in examining the 
communication/interaction patterns within existing teams to support the social interaction and 
sodal exchange arguments. Changes in network density may be clear indicators of interaction 
patterns and possible proxies for trustworthiness. 
Secondly the role of demographic and structural diversity although proposed here as 
moderators also' needs further investigation to determine h o w exactly are these attributes 
processed in what order and given what weight by team members assessing each other. H o w are 
attributes compiled into identities? H o w many identities are salient at any given time and which 
identities are more resistant to transition to a super ordinate identity? Is the identity that is used 
related to the task? Diversity and knowledge sharing are also linked to each other through 
theories and frameworks related to expert power that were omitted from this discussion for 
parsimonious reasons. Integrating the power perspective may shed even more light on the reasons 
for lack of knowledge sharing. 
Thirdly, if the proposed model is supported then the next steps may also involve a 
consideration and investigation of intervention versus selection in order to deal with the 
underlying dynamics. At present the primary mode of diversity management is intervention such 
as team-building (Jarvenpaa, 1998; Kozlowski, 2006) but less consideration has been given to 
selecting employees w h o are less susceptible to social comparison influences e.g. higher 
propensity to trust, more agreeable and more open to new experience when forming teams or 
hiring for positions requiring extensive teamwork and which may provide a more robust solution. 
Finally, in our own academic backyard this topic has great relevance for cross-
disciplinary and inter-disciplinary research. M a n y authors have called for a less discipline 
specific investigation of common constructs yet not relatively few have taken up the call. There 
could be many reasons for this but issues of identity and assessments of trustworthiness arising 
from unfamiliarity with abilities may help explain the lack of collaboration. O n the teaching side 
"Diversity management competency" is now being added to business schools" curricula (Avery 
& Thomas, 2004) through exercises such as "felt-experience" where dyads interact with the goal 
of creating understanding through awareness of differences (Dugal & Eriksen, 2004). A n explicit 
discussion of trust should be an essential piece in exercises such as these and in explanations of 
workplace diversity issues. 
For practitioners, the use of teams and implementation of diversity management 
initiatives are to be applauded in terms of psychological and societal benefits but by simply 
bringing people together without understanding the underlying dynamics good intentions may 
come to naught and can potentially worsen the situation, increasing the stress that some 
employees feel working in a team-based environment. Organizations considering or currently 
attempting to exploit cognitive resource diversity need to observe and monitor the interactions 
within these teams to ensure that knowledge-sharing cliques are not forming within the team 
leading to sub-optimal team effectiveness. This can be done by everything from simple 
observation of who sits next to w h o in meetings, to periodic team member debriefing and 
11 
potentially to some quantitative analysis of patterns of electronic communication e.g. frequency 
of e-mail between within-group dyads. 
In conclusion, the romance of teams offers more than just psychological benefits. We can 
realize the promise of cognitive resource diversity once we use the key of trust to unlock the door 
to knowledge sharing. 
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